Risk management behaviors of NCAA Division III head football coaches by McKinstrey, Jay Paul
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1-1-1993
Risk management behaviors of NCAA Division III
head football coaches
Jay Paul McKinstrey
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Education Commons, and the Kinesiology Commons
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University Digital
Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University Digital
Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
McKinstrey, Jay Paul, "Risk management behaviors of NCAA Division III head football coaches" (1993). Retrospective Theses and
Dissertations. 17644.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/17644
Risk management behaviors of NCAA Division III 
head football coaches 
Jay Paul McKinstrey 
by 
A Thesis Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
MASTER OF SCIENCE 
Department: Health and Human Performance 
Major: Physical Education 
Approved: 
Signatures have been redacted for privacy 
versity 
Ames, Iowa 
1993 
ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
INTRODUCTION 1 
Statement of the Problem 4 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 5 
Introduction 5 
Negligence 6 
Risk Management Planning 7 
Supervision 8 
Instruction 11 
Warnings 15 
Facilities 17 
Eguipment 19 
Medical Concerns 21 
METHODOLOGY 25 
Subjects 25 
Instrumentation 25 
Administration of the Instrument 26 
Analysis of the Data 27 
RESULTS 29 
Demographic Data 29 
Age, gender, and race of coaches 29 
Educational background and major field of study 29 
Current coaching status 30 
iii 
Page 
Years of coaching experience as a head 31 
football coach 
Football playing experience 31 
Size of football coaching staff 32 
Enrollment size of institutions 32 
Public or private institution 32 
Red Cross first aid and CPR certification 32 
Athletic training staff 33 
Behavioral Information 34 
Analysis by current coaching status 34 
Analysis by other sports coached 42 
Analysis by educational background 47 
Analysis by bachelor degree major 52 
Analysis by graduate degree major 57 
Analysis by Red Cross first aid certification 62 
Analysis by Red Cross CPR certification 66 
DISCUSSION 74 
Analysis by Current Coaching Status 74 
Grand composite mean 74 
Conceptual areas 74 
Individual survey items 76 
Analysis by Other Sports Coached 77 
Grand composite mean 77 
iv 
Page 
Conceptual areas 78 
Individual survey items 79 
Analysis by Educational Background 79 
Grand composite mean 79 
Conceptual areas 79 
Individual survey items 82 
Analysis by Bachelor's Degree Major 83 
Grand composite mean 83 
Conceptual areas 84 
Individual survey items 85 
Analysis by Graduate Degree Major 85 
Grand composite mean 85 
Conceptual areas 86 
Individual survey items 87 
Analysis by Red Cross First Aid and CPR 88 
Grand composite mean 88 
Conceptual areas 88 
Individual survey items 90 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 92 
REFERENCES 97 
LEGAL CASES 100 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 101 
APPENDIX A. SURVEY 103 
APPENDIX B. COVER LETTER 109 
V 
APPENDIX C. 
APPENDIX D. 
APPENDIX E. 
FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
SECOND MAILING LETTER 
HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 
111 
113 
115 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
Coaches of today face an ever increasing responsibility 
for the safety of the participants in their programs. With 
the increase in litigation of sport-related injuries in recent 
years, it is of utmost importance that coaches take the 
appropriate measures to reduce the likelihood of injuries 
occurring. 
The allegation of negligence is the most common type of 
tort brought to legal action in school athletic situations 
(Carpenter and Acosta, 1982). Negligence, as defined by van 
der Smissen (1990), is an unintentional breach of a legal duty 
causing damage reasonably foreseeable without which breach the 
damage would not have occurred. A more simple definition is 
the performing of an act that a reasonable, prudent person 
would not have performed in the situation or failure to 
perform an act that a reasonable, prudent person would have 
performed in a given situation. In the determination of 
negligence, the word foreseeability is a key element. It was 
pointed out by Adams (1986) that the test to determine 
responsibility for an injury is: Who should have anticipated 
the harm and could he or she have acted, before the harm 
occurred, to prevent it? 
In order for coaches to stay out of the court room and on 
the playing field, it is important for coaches to attempt to 
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foresee possible dangers and take the necessary steps to 
prevent harm. Developing risk management techniques can help 
direct coaches in this area. Risk management is essentially a 
process of understanding and identifying those circumstances 
in which accidents are most likely to occur and taking 
appropriate steps to minimize their occurrence (Dougherty, 
1983). Risk management is a proactive, preventive approach to 
injuries or accidents, rather than a reactive, after-the- 
accident approach. A proactive approach appears much more 
logical than a reactive approach. 
With liability insurance costs increasing at a tremendous 
rate, the best insurance policy appears to be prevention. 
Although perhaps not all injuries can be avoided, the key to 
sound risk management is to eliminate foreseeable injuries. 
In Washington state, an insurance carrier agreed to discount 
liability premiums for 72 state school districts who adopted 
an athletic risk management program (A payoff, 1987). The 
practice of reducing premiums is not done by every insurance 
company. In an ongoing survey conducted by Athletic Business 
(Insurance cost, 1987), 84 percent of the early respondents 
said they have experienced increased insurance premiums, and 
36 percent said they have had difficulty in obtaining 
insurance at any price. Nine percent are now facing lawsuits 
and 15 percent have been involved in one before. These 
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responses come from all facets of the sporting industry: high 
schools and school districts, universities and colleges, park 
and recreation departments, health clubs, YMCAs, hospital 
wellness and sports medicine centers, sports organizations, 
and sporting goods manufacturers. 
A coach has many legal responsibilities that he or she 
must perform. According to Figone (1989), in citing Nygaard 
and Boone, a coach has seven major legal duties. The legal 
duties are: 1) adequate general and specific supervision, 2) 
sound planning, 3) clear warnings of the risks of an activity, 
4) a safe environment for practice and play, 5) evaluation of 
players for injuries and incapacities and determination of any 
limitations caused by injuries or incapacities, 6) fairly 
matching or equating players for practice and competitive 
conditions, and 7) the use of appropriate first aid and 
emergency medical procedures that can be implemented 
immediately. Adams (1989) identified 12 legal duties of 
coaches. Many of these duties were the same as those cited by 
Figone, but with the addition of: 1) enforcing rules and 
regulations, 2) following due process, 3) safely transporting 
athletes, 4) foreseeing potentially dangerous circumstances 
and situations, and 5) keeping records. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Since it has been determined that coaches do have various 
legal duties toward their athletes, it was, therefore, the 
purpose of this study to determine the risk management 
behaviors reported by NCAA Division III head football coaches 
in six conceptual areas: 1) supervision, 2) instruction, 3) 
warnings, 4) facilities, 5) equipment, and 6) medical 
concerns. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Whenever an injury occurs in certain settings, one of the 
first concerns of the party injured may be, "Who can I sue?" 
The concern of the sponsoring agency and its personnel may be, 
"Are we or am I liable?" 
Coaches have always had many duties and responsibilities 
within the scope of their employment. Adams (1989) indicated 
that more often than not, these duties were not formally 
identified, written down, or evaluated and, therefore, coaches 
were not generally held responsible for anything more specific 
than "coaching" a team. This usually meant that the coach had 
to organize, train, teach, and field a team for competition 
against other teams. Things are beginning to change, however, 
because of increased litigation in the area of sport. Adams 
(1989) writes that there has been a trend toward formalizing 
the duties of coaches. Duties have been identified, written 
into expectations or job responsibilities, and are formally 
evaluated. All coaches, regardless of level of coaching or 
sport coached, need to know and understand what their legal 
duties are. Ample literature has been written regarding the 
legal duties expected of coaches (Adams, 1989, 1992; Figone, 
1989; Kanoy, 1992). 
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Negligence 
The area of liability that coaches need to be most 
concerned with is that of negligence. The most common tort 
actions in athletics result from negligence (Parkhouse, 1991). 
Negligence can be defined as the failure to do something that 
would have been done by a prudent and reasonable person 
(coach), or doing something a prudent and reasonable person 
(coach) would not do (Adams, 1989). There are essentially 
four elements embodied in negligence. To establish that a 
defendant is negligent and thus allow the injured party to 
recover, all four elements must be proven. Van der Smissen 
(1990) identified the four elements that must exist to 
determine whether a person is negligent as follows: 1) a 
duty, which is an obligation recognized by the law reguiring a 
person to conform to a certain standard of conduct for the 
protection of others against unreasonable risks, 2) the act, 
or a breach of the duty, which is a failure on the part of 
such person to conform to the standard reguired, 3) proximate 
cause, a reasonably close causal connection between the 
conduct and the resulting injury, and 4) damages, actual loss 
or damage to the interest of another. To establish that a 
defendant was negligent, it must be demonstrated that all four 
of these elements were present at the time an individual was 
injured. 
A very important aspect of understanding negligence and 
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reasonable care is the concept of foreseeability. 
Foreseeability is a key element in determining negligence 
(Adams, 1986). The test of foreseeability is foresight, not a 
test of proximate cause, which is hindsight. The "reasonable 
and prudent professional" must be able to foresee from the 
circumstances a danger to the participant, a danger which 
presents an "unreasonable risk of harm" against which the 
participant must be protected (van der Smissen, 1990). If an 
act is not to be reasonably anticipated, or if its occurrence 
would, in eyes of reasonable people, be unlikely, it cannot be 
said that event was foreseeable and, if it was not 
foreseeable, there is no duty to protect against it (van der 
Smissen, 1990). 
Risk Management Planning 
The development and implementation of risk management 
planning can be advantageous in showing that one attempted to 
use foreseeability in order to reduce the potential for loss. 
It can show that one made a good-faith effort to prevent 
injuries by sound planning. Van der Smissen (1990) writes 
that risk management planning systematically analyzes the 
services offered for personal injury and financial loss 
potential and selects approaches to handle such losses. It, 
also, sets forth the basic policies and the operational 
practices and procedures of the approaches which will be 
utilized to manage the identified risks of loss. 
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A popular form of risk management planning, as identified 
by van der Smissen (1990), is a process which essentially 
involves the following four steps: 1) identifying the various 
risks related to the sport or physical activity, 2) evaluating 
the risks, which includes determining the probability that 
injury may occur and the potential severity, 3) selecting an 
appropriate means of dealing with each risk, and 4) 
implementing the appropriate administrative procedures to put 
the plan into action. 
When selecting an appropriate means of dealing with each 
risk, there are essentially four approaches that one could 
use, including: 1) transfer, which includes insurance and the 
use of waivers, 2) retention, which involves budgeting for 
certain losses, 3) reduction, which includes developing 
appropriate safety standards, and 4) avoidance, or eliminating 
the activity or components of it. It is important to remember 
that just having insurance is not risk management, although it 
is an important element in a risk management plan. Insurance 
is not a proactive approach to preventing injuries but a 
reactive approach. 
Supervision 
Lack of or inadequate supervision is the most common 
allegation of negligence (van der Smissen, 1990). It is 
estimated that of cases which involve programmatic situations, 
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approximately 80 percent of the plaintiff's allegations 
involve supervision (van der Smissen, 1990). It is important 
to note, however, that lack of supervision must be shown to be 
the proximate cause of the injury for a plaintiff to be 
successful in a lawsuit. 
Henderson (1985) writes that the preponderance of cases 
dealing with physical education instructors shows that these 
teachers openly invite negligence suits when they absent 
themselves from their appointed places of duty for extended 
periods of time and pupils sustain injury during their 
absence. In most such cases the attorney representing the 
injured student will try to show that the student's injury was 
reasonably foreseeable and that adequate supervision would 
have prevented the occurrence. Gray and Parks (1991), in 
examining risk management behaviors of Iowa high school 
athletic directors, found that supervision ranked seventh out 
of eight conceptual risk management areas when comparing mean 
scores. 
A coach needs to be aware of two forms of supervision and 
when each form should be used. These two forms are general 
supervision and specific supervision. General supervision is 
maintaining surveillance over the entire group, whereas 
specific supervision is direct interaction between the 
supervisor and one or more participants while performing a 
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specific activity (Dougherty, 1983). When exercising general 
supervision, one should be immediately accessible to all 
participants and constantly alert for deviations from normal 
procedure and potentially hazardous conditions (Dougherty, 
1983). When determining whether specific supervision is 
needed, a coach should consider the nature of the activity and 
the participants involved. Figone (1989) stated that 
activities such as tackling in football need to be supervised 
closely by the proper number of coaches at the appropriate and 
necessary distance from the drill. Furthermore, coaches must 
be able to determine when specific drills become too 
aggressive, or when "dangerous" or "dirty play" begins to 
predominate practice or a game. All assistants must be 
competent to generally and specifically supervise an activity. 
This means all assistants must know and be able to carry out 
the same legal duties as head coaches. 
Lack of supervision, or in some cases, unqualified 
supervision, is one of the biggest problems occurring in 
weight rooms (Accident-proofing, 1988). Brzycki (1988) writes 
that a coach should be located in an area where he or she can 
see and hear as much as possible. If there is only one 
supervisor in the weight room, attention should not be focused 
on just one athlete. Likewise, a coach should not be lifting 
at the same time his or her athletes are lifting. The best 
spot to be is out on the floor with the athletes. 
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Locker room liability is also a major concern of coaches. 
Hart (1990) stated that in determining whether or not 
supervision is reasonable, courts will consider factors such 
as age, experience, and judgment of the students. Generally, 
the younger the student, and/or the larger the risk presented 
by the activity or facility, the greater the duty of 
supervision owed. 
The responsibility of supervision in transporting 
athletes is also of concern. There is usually a duty on the 
part of the institution to provide transportation, and the 
transportation must be provided in a safe manner. This 
extends to providing the appropriate supervision both in going 
to and returning from the event. Many times athletes wish to 
return home with other people, such as a friend's parents. If 
the participant desires to leave the event by transportation 
other than that provided by the institution, then there should 
be a waiver used to relieve the institution and coach from 
liability. 
Instruction 
Van der Smissen (1990) writes that there are two aspects 
related to the adequacy of instruction. One is the actual 
instruction of skill technique and strategies, including 
methodology of teaching. The second aspect focuses upon 
safety, including rules and regulations and the courtesies of 
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the game. In addition, Adams (1992) includes use of proper 
equipment and the conditioning of the athlete. In defining 
proper instruction, a court in Louisiana said it is an 
"explanation of basic rules and procedures, suggestions for 
proper performance, and identification of risks" (van der 
Smissen, 1990). 
Coaches are expected to be experts in their field. 
Coaches should know the technical aspects of their sport and 
stay abreast of current practices and developments. There is 
ample literature on how the actual instruction of skill 
technique should be taught and the methods that should be 
used. Figone (1989), Bayless and Adams (1985), Gray (1985), 
Henderson (1985), Adams et.al.(1987), and Adams (1992) all 
write that athletes need to have had proper instruction, 
drills, and progression for any skills which they are asked to 
execute. For example, not teaching young ball players how to 
slide into a pegged base is a common example of how failure to 
adequately instruct could lead to an ankle injury 
and a possible lawsuit (Protect the children, 1986) . 
Adams (1992), in citing Hobbs v. Kent School District 
(1986), a young man sustained a neck injury which resulted in 
quadriplegia while sliding head-first into home plate. The 
allegation against the coach and school district included the 
failure of the defendants to teach safe sliding techniques. 
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Similarly, in Varcro v. Svitchan (1981), it was alleged that 
the athletic director, principal, and superintendent of the 
school district allowed a coach to abuse students and to 
threaten and pressure them into attempting athletic feats 
beyond their capabilities, which resulted in the plaintiff's 
injury. 
Adams (1992) applies the same rule of progression to 
conditioning. One must condition in a progressive manner. 
Not only does this apply to endurance type conditioning, but 
also specific conditioning related to a sport. While 
appropriate sequencing and progression of skill instruction 
are essential, it is equally important to make sure athletes 
do not attempt to execute a skill for which they are 
unprepared, lack adequate background, or lack adequate 
confidence. 
Demonstrations of the appropriate technique, as well as 
the inappropriate technique, are important aspects of 
coaching. The ramifications of the Thompson case in Seattle 
(1983) affirms this statement. Chris Thompson, a 15-year-old 
high school football player, became a quadriplegic when he was 
running with the football and lowered his head to ward off 
tacklers. The plaintiff made five charges against the coach 
and school district for failure to adequately instruct. The 
plaintiff was awarded 6.3 million dollars by a jury; but after 
an appeal, an out of court settlement for $3.78 million 
14 
dollars was reached. 
The use of proper instruction is very important, but also 
being able to document what is being taught and the methods 
used can be extremely beneficial in case of litigation. 
Bayless and Adams (1985) emphasized that proper documentation 
is an important source of evidence supporting competence and 
disproving claims of negligence. They indicated that coaches 
should retain planning records showing instructional 
procedures which provide for the communication of the dangers 
inherent in an activity, safe organizational patterns for 
practice, reinforcement of safe game participation, and 
appropriate skill development. Repetition and thoroughness 
are essential. Records should be kept available for a number 
of years. Records which are directly related to a serious or 
catastrophic injury should be kept indefinitely. An 
implication of the Seattle decision (1983) was that coaches of 
high-risk sports should be required to develop daily practice 
plans and to retain such records for three years (Appenzeller, 
1985). 
In focusing on the second aspect of instruction, coaches 
should not only teach rules and regulations, but also 
consistently enforce these rules and standards of conduct. 
Adams (1992) and Bayless and Adams (1985) write that rules and 
regulations are established for the safety of participants, 
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and this must be emphasized. In a 1985 New Jersey case 
(Nydeaaer v. Don Bosco Preparatory High School) as cited by 
van der Smissen (1990), the plaintiff, a member of the high 
school varsity soccer team, brought action against the 
opposing school and its coach alleging that the coach taught 
his players to compete in an aggressive and intense manner, 
and that winning the game was all important, inferring that 
the players were being instructed in moves that would 
intentionally injure an opposing player. The plaintiff was 
injured when he was "undercut" by a member of the opposing 
team. It was the plaintiff's allegation that the coach was 
teaching moves against the rules and regulations of the game. 
Adams (1992) stated that a coach who fails in the duty to 
instruct is negligent. But when a coach has used reasonable 
care to instruct athletes, neither the coach nor the school 
district is legally responsible for the injuries sustained by 
an athlete during the course of an athletic event. 
Warnings 
An extremely important legal duty of coaches is to warn 
athletes of the risks of a skill, drill, or game. Coaches 
must identify and warn of the possible catastrophic and 
serious injury situations in a straightforward manner, and 
repeat them as necessary to ensure all participants and 
parents understand these risks (Bayless and Adams, 1985). The 
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essence of warnings, as van der Smissen (1990) writes, is 
communication—effective communication with the individual so 
that the person will be knowledgeable about the risk and 
understand its meaning. The Thompson case in Seattle (1983) 
is a landmark case concerning failure to warn. Five charges 
of failure to warn were brought against the coach and school 
district in this case. The verdict, which favored the 
plaintiff, had many implications for coaches. Developing a 
proper warning system was one of them. 
Figone (1989) writes that in implementing a warning 
system, athletes must have a clear perception of the risks and 
potential for injury, fully perceive the nature and character 
of the defined risks and possibility of injury, and be totally 
and sensitively aware of these risks and the extent of 
possible injury. Brzycki (1988) and Olson (1988) add that 
these warnings must be sport specific. An approach that 
coaches could use would be the "KUA" approach. This is making 
sure that athletes have knowledge, understanding, and 
appreciation of the risks involved in a particular sport or 
activity. 
Many manufacturers of equipment place warning labels on 
their products. Even though these labels are there, it is 
important for the coach to point these out to their athletes, 
have them read it, and make sure they understand it. In a 
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1984 Illinois case, (Pell v. Victor J. Andrew High School), a 
jury verdict awarded a student five million dollars against 
the manufacturer of a minitrampoline, based primarily upon the 
inadequacy of the warning. When the minitrampoline was 
assembled, the caution label was on the bottom, facing the 
floor, rather than on the top where it would be visible. 
The use of athletic warning statements can be very 
beneficial to coaches and institutions. Olson (1988) has 
developed some very good suggestions for the development of 
athletic warning statements. The use of the agreement to 
participate is becoming more popular. An agreement to 
participate does not release one from liability, but it can 
possibly help a defendant prove assumption of risk or 
contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff. 
Facilities 
It is the duty of the employee working directly with the 
participants to provide a safe environment, and the standard 
of care required is not to expose the participants to an 
unreasonable risk of injury (van der Smissen, 1990). Although 
some coaches may view the care and upkeep of facilities 
falling on the shoulders of others, coaches must accept the 
fact that the safety of the participant will always include 
the condition of the court or field he or she is playing on 
(Kanoy, 1992). Gaskin (1989), in a recent study, found that 
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of the 72 cases reported from the 1920's through the 1980's 
involving equipment and facilities, 60 of the cases dealt with 
the condition of facilities. The largest percentage of these 
cases was from the 1980's. 
It is essential for coaches to develop and use a routine 
and regular inspection system. An inspection system is an 
important tool in the discovery of unsafe conditions. An 
important concept regarding the condition of the facility is 
"notice". Van der Smissen (1990) writes that notice is 
information, knowledge of the existence of a fact. Two types 
of notice are pertinent. The defendant can be liable for 
those conditions of which they had either constructive notice 
or actual notice. Actual notice is having direct knowledge of 
the condition of the premises. Constructive notice is 
information or knowledge of a fact imputed by law to a person 
(although a person may not actually have it) because one could 
have discovered the fact by proper diligence, and the 
situation was such as to cast upon the duty of inquiring 
into it. 
In a case involving a high school track runner (Short v. 
Griffits. 1979), the plaintiff, while running laps around the 
outdoor track, fell on broken glass and was injured. The 
question of fact was whether the defendants (school board, 
athletic director, and buildings and grounds supervisor) had a 
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duty to establish procedures for the maintenance of the track, 
and to supervise and instruct the custodial staff of the 
school to insure that the premises were maintained in a safe 
condition. This included inspection of the facilities to 
discover dangerous conditions. Coaches need to constantly 
attempt to foresee possible injuries resulting from the 
condition of the facilities in order to reduce the risk of 
injury not present in the activity. Olson (1985a) developed a 
set of safety checklists that can serve as guides to 
initiating local inspection programs. 
Equipment 
Coaches have several legal responsibilities related to 
equipment. The most fundamental responsibility is in the 
proper selection and use of equipment in the activity they are 
conducting. Van der Smissen (1990) writes that it is the 
responsibility of the leader to select equipment in relation 
to the participant, the participant's size, skill, competence, 
as well as to the nature of the activity in which the 
equipment will be used. In Gerritv v. Beattv (1978), a school 
district was alleged to be negligent when a football player 
suffered a serious injury caused by an improper fitting 
football helmet. The coach refused to furnish adequate and 
proper football equipment upon the student's request even 
though, in the exercise of reasonable care, he should have 
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known the ill-fitting football helmet was likely to cause 
injury. There is also an affirmative duty to instruct in the 
use of the equipment and to monitor the participant's proper 
use. The equipment should only be used for the purpose for 
which it was designed (Gray, 1985). For example, the football 
helmet is a protective piece of equipment, not an offensive 
piece of equipment. It was not designed to be used to butt, 
ram, or spear an opposing player or teammate. 
The coach must also be alert for defective equipment. It 
is important for a coach not to issue any equipment that is 
defective. Regular inspections should be conducted to 
identify possible defects. Coaches should teach athletes how 
to inspect their own equipment and report any problems to the 
coach. Coaches must not allow their athletes to alter the 
equipment in any way, such as removing padding from the inside 
of the helmet to obtain a better fit. Altering the equipment 
may remove the manufacturer's product liability, and very 
possibly remove the defense of assumption of risk that could 
be used by a coach in case of injury. 
Certain pieces of equipment used in athletics have 
existing prescribed safety standards. Coaches should examine 
the equipment in their sport to ensure that the equipment 
meets all prescribed standards. For example, all football 
helmets should meet the standards established by the National 
21 
Operating Committee on Standards for Athletic Equipment 
(NOCSAE). 
Olson (1985b) has developed safety checklists for 
specific sports in order to facilitate coaches in conducting 
safety inspections. These checklists are rather generic, so 
it is suggested that coaches develop and implement their own 
specific, thorough system of equipment inspection. 
Medical Concerns 
Vulnerability to liability suits exists also with the 
manner in which injuries are treated. Carpenter (1988) 
indicated that coaches have a legal duty to identify the types 
of injuries which might result from a particular activity. 
Further, she suggested that once these types of injuries have 
been identified, coaches must evaluate their potential 
severity. This evaluation is necessary because the standard 
of care expected of coaches changes when the severity of the 
risk changes. Coaches should realize that as the potential 
severity of an injury increases, so too does the care that 
must be provided. 
In Welch v. Dunsmuir Joint Union High School (1958), a 
high school quarterback was tackled in a scrimmage, and the 
coach suspected a neck injury. The player was able to move 
his hands while on the field, and then was moved to the 
sidelines by eight teammates. He later became a quadriplegic 
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and instituted a suit for damages. The sole medical testimony 
concluded that between the time of the initial injury, when 
the plaintiff could still move his hands, and the time at 
which he became permanently disabled additional damage must 
have occurred, possibly in the undirected removal of the 
injured from the field. The jury found for the plaintiff. 
Gray (1991) suggested using a sport risk assessment 
system to help reduce the probability and severity of injuries 
in an activity setting. The sport risk assessment has a coach 
identify the probability and severity of potential injuries 
and then has the coach develop strategies to help reduce the 
probability and severity of these potential injuries. 
It is a well known fact that injuries are going to occur 
in most sporting activities. The important point for coaches 
to remember is that when injuries do occur, prompt and 
appropriate treatment must be given to the injured party 
(Dougherty, 1983; Baron, 1986; Figone, 1989). This treatment 
could come from a coach (who should maintain current 
certifications in first-aid and CPR), a certified athletic 
trainer, or another qualified party. The allegation of 
failing to provide the appropriate and prompt treatment of 
injuries can be found in published case law. 
In Stineman v. Fontboune College (1981), a deaf college 
softball player was struck in the eye by a ball thrown by a 
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teammate. The two coaches applied ice and sent her to her 
dorm room. They did not advise her to see a doctor. Several 
days later after experiencing dizziness, severe blurring, and 
coloring of her vision, the athlete went to an eye specialist 
and started to obtain immediate treatment but eventually lost 
the vision in her eye. The plaintiff filed suit and the 
college was found guilty of negligent conduct. 
In another case, Moqabqab v. Orleans Parish School Board 
(1970), a high school football player died of heat exhaustion 
and heat stroke. The parents alleged that the coaches failed 
to perform their duty of providing all necessary and 
reasonable safeguards to prevent accidents, injury, and 
sickness to the football players and in failing to provide 
prompt treatment when such occured. The trial court dismissed 
the case but the court of appeals awarded each parent $20,000 
plus funeral and medical expenses. 
Proper record keeping procedures can be a valuable tool 
in defending a liability suit. Clear, thorough accident or 
injury report forms should be developed, used, and properly 
stored. The storage time for these records is longer than 
many coaches realize. Records may have to be retrieved ten or 
more years later. The implementation and use of an injury 
surveillance system can also be helpful in showing an attempt 
is being made to foresee and prevent injuries. Such a system 
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monitors trends in injuries by detailing information about the 
nature of each injury. 
The possibility of a medical emergency occurring is also 
present. An emergency system or plan should be developed and 
be provided in writing. All coaches and personnel should be 
familiar with the system. Appropriate emergency eguipment, 
telephone numbers, and a telephone should be kept in close 
proximity to the practice or playing area (Dougherty, 1983; 
Figone, 1989). 
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METHODOLOGY 
Subjects 
The subjects selected for this study were the head 
football coaches at the National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) Division III level. A list of head coaches 
was obtained from the 1992 NCAA Football Guide. A total of 
225 coaches were identified. This is the entire population of 
NCAA Division III head football coaches. Completed surveys 
were received from 182 subjects, for a return rate of 81%. 
Instrumentation 
The instrument used in the study was a questionnaire 
designed by the investigator to obtain a self-report by NCAA 
Division III head football coaches regarding specific risk 
management behaviors that they utilized within their football 
programs. This questionnaire was made up of two sections: 
a) behavioral information; and b) demographic information. 
The first 36 items on the questionnaire were designed to 
obtain data related to the coaches' risk management behaviors 
within six conceptual areas: a) supervision; b) instruction; 
c) warnings; d) facilities; e) equipment; and f) medical 
concerns. These items were based on risk management behaviors 
recommended by various authors and relevant court decisions. 
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A Likert scale of 1 through 5 was used to measure the 
degree to which each football coach indicated that he 
performed the specific behaviors described in each of the 
survey statements. Circling "1" for an item indicated that 
the coach never performed that behavior. Circling "2" 
signified that the coach seldom performed the behavior. A "3" 
was circled if the coach sometimes performed that behavior. A 
"4" was circled if the coach often performed that behavior. 
Circling "5" indicated that the coach always performed the 
behavior. 
The second section of the questionnaire was used to 
obtain demographic information on the coaches involved in this 
study. 
This study was reviewed by the Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research and 
concluded that the rights of the human subjects were 
adequately protected, that informed consent was obtained, and 
that data confidentiality was assured. 
Administration of the Instrument 
One survey (Appendix A) was mailed to the head football 
coach at each of the NCAA Division III institutions included 
in the study. A cover letter (Appendix B) accompanied the 
survey. This cover letter explained the purpose of the study 
and assured the subjects of total confidentiality of their 
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responses. A self-addressed, stamped return envelope was 
enclosed to facilitate return of the survey. The first 
mailing was conducted on February 22, 1993. 
A follow-up letter (Appendix C) was mailed to all head 
football coaches who had not responded by March 16, 1993. 
This letter stressed the importance of the survey and 
encouraged their participation to increase the study's 
validity. 
A third mailing was sent to all those coaches who had 
failed to respond by April 1, 1993. This mailing included a 
second follow-up letter (Appendix D) and a second copy of the 
survey. This letter emphasized the importance of their 
participation in the study and their potential to add to the 
current literature regarding sport safety. A self-addressed, 
stamped envelope was also enclosed with the second mailing of 
the survey. 
Analysis of the Data 
The statistical analysis for this study consisted of the 
calculation of composite means and standard deviations for all 
of the head football coaches (N=182) for the survey items 1 
through 36. Second, t-tests were conducted on the grand 
composite means by each of the following areas: current 
coaching status, other sports coached, educational background, 
undergraduate major, graduate major, Red Cross first aid 
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certification, and Red Cross CPR certification. Next, t-tests 
were conducted on composite mean scores for each of the six 
conceptual areas by current coaching status, other sports 
coached, educational background, undergraduate major, graduate 
major, Red Cross first aid certification, and Red Cross CPR 
certification. Finally, t-tests were conducted on the mean 
scores of the individual survey items by current coaching 
status, other sports coached, educational background, 
undergraduate major, graduate major, Red Cross first aid 
certification, and Red Cross CPR certification. A 
significance level of 0.05 was used for all statistical 
analyses in this study. 
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RESULTS 
Demographic Data 
Aae. gender, and race of football coaches 
The mean age of all football coaches responding to the 
survey (N=182) was 43.913 years, with ages ranging from 27 to 
71 years. No data were available for 4.9% of the respondents. 
It had been determined before the survey was mailed that 
all NCAA Division III head football coaches were males. This 
determination was made by identifying these coaches in the 
1992 NCAA Football Guide. 
The majority (n=164) of the football coaches who 
responded to the survey (90.1%) were Caucasian, 2.2% were 
African-American (n=4), 1.1% were Native American (n=2), .5% 
were Hispanic (n=l), .5% were Asian-American (n=l), and .5% 
were other (n=l). No data were available for 4.9% of the 
respondents. 
Educational background and major field of study 
All of the respondents had some form of higher education. 
The highest degree earned by 16.5% of the respondents was a 
bachelor's degree (n=30). A large majority (n=145) of the 
respondents had earned a master's degree as their highest 
degree (79.7%), while 1.6% indicated that a doctorate degree 
(n=3) was their highest degree earned. No data were available 
for 2.2% of the respondents. 
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Of the football coaches responding, 53.3% (n=97) 
indicated that they had a sport-related bachelor's degree 
(e.g., physical education, sports management, etc.), while 
44.0% (n=80) indicated that they had a nonsport-related 
bachelor's degree. No data were available for 2.7% of the 
respondents. 
Exactly one-half of the football coaches (n=91, 50.0%) 
indicated that they had obtained a sport-related graduate 
degree, while 30.8% of the football coaches (n=56) had 
obtained a nonsport-related graduate degree. Results showed 
that 16.5% of the respondents (n=30) had no graduate degree. 
No data were available for 2.7% of the respondents. 
Current coaching status 
A large majority (n=149, 81.9%) of the football coaches 
responding indicated that football coaching was their full¬ 
time job, while 10.4% (n=19) indicated that they taught 
classes in addition to their coaching responsibilities, 2.7% 
(n=5) were part-time coaches with other full-time employment, 
and 2.7% (n=5) responded as other. No data were available for 
2.2% of the respondents. 
A majority of the football coaches (n=122, 67.0%) 
responded that they do not currently coach any other sports, 
while 30.8% (n=56) indicated that they currently coach at 
least one other sport. No data were available of 2.2% of the 
respondents. 
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Years of coaching experience as a head football coach 
The mean number of years of head football coaching 
experience, at any level of play, was 12.878 years (N=182). 
The range for number of years as a head football coach at any 
level was from 1 to 44 years. No data were available for 5.5% 
of the respondents. 
The mean number of years of NCAA Division III head 
football coaching experience was 8.864 years (N=182). The 
range for number of years as an NCAA Division III head 
football coach was from 1 to 44 years. No data were available 
for 7.1% of the respondents. 
Football plavina experience 
Nearly all of the respondents (n=178, 97.8%) indicated 
that they had played competitive football at some level. No 
data were available for 2.2% of the respondents. 
A large majority of the respondents (n=145, 79.7%) 
indicated that their highest level of play was at the college 
level, while 7.7% (n=14) played professional football as their 
highest level, 4.9% (n=9) played high school football as their 
highest level, 4.4% (n=8) played semi-professional football as 
their highest level, and .5% (n=l) responded as other. No 
data were available of 2.7% of the respondents. 
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Size of football coaching staff 
The number of paid assistant football coaches of the 
football programs at which the respondents were employed 
ranged from 0 to 11, with a mean of 5.511 paid assistant 
coaches. No data were available for 2.2% of the respondents. 
The range for volunteer assistant coaches from these 
responding football coaches was from 0 to 12, with the mean 
being 1.901 volunteer assistants. 
Enrollment size of institutions 
Enrollment size of the institutions ranged from 200 to 
29,000 students, with a mean enrollment of 2840.273 students. 
No data were available for 3.3% of the respondents. 
Public or private institution 
Of the football coaches who participated in the study, 
84.6% (n=154) indicated that they were employed at private 
institutions, while 12.6% (n=23) indicated that they were 
employed at public institutions. No data were available for 
2.7% of the respondents. 
Red Cross first aid and CPR certification 
The majority (n=134, 73.6%) of the respondents indicated 
that they were not Red Cross certified in first aid, while 
22.5% (n=41) indicated that they were Red Cross certified in 
first aid. No data were available for 3.8% of the 
respondents. 
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In comparison to first aid certification, a slightly 
larger number of respondents (n=53, 29.1%) indicated that they 
were Red Cross CPR certified, while 67.0% (n=122) indicated 
they were not Red Cross CPR certified. No data were available 
for 3.8% of the respondents. 
Athletic training staff 
The vast majority (n=174, 95.6%) of the respondents 
indicated that their football programs employed at least one 
full-time trainer, while 1.6% (n=3) indicated that they did 
not employ a full-time trainer. No data were available for 
2.7% of the respondents. 
Of the football coaches responding to the survey, it was 
indicated that the mean number of full-time athletic trainers 
employed by their football program was 1.602, with numbers 
ranging from 0 to 4 full-time trainers. 
The mean number of part-time trainers employed at the 
institutions of the respondents was 1.344, with numbers 
ranging from 0 to 8 part-time trainers. No data were 
were available for 51.4% of the respondents. 
The mean number of student trainers that worked with the 
football program, as indicated by the participants in the 
study was 6.338, with numbers ranging from 0 to 30 student 
trainers. 
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Behavioral Information 
Table 1 shows the ranked composite means and standard 
deviations of the 36 survey items for all subjects (N=182). 
Analysis bv current coaching status 
Table 2 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by current coaching 
status. The results show that no significant mean difference 
existed between head football coaches who are presently full¬ 
time coaches and those who are not full-time status in the 
degree to which they performed the behaviors indicated in the 
survey. 
Tables 3 through 8 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by current coaching status of the head 
football coaches in the survey. Table 3 shows the analysis of 
the head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area of 
supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 4 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
current coaching status. The results show that no significant 
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Table 1. Ranked composite means and standard deviations 
for the 36 survey items (N = 182) 
Item 
No. Descriptor Rank Mean S.D. 
6 Present at all contests 1 5.000 0.000 
3 Present at practice sessions 2 4.989 0.105 
36 Medical emergency plan developed 3 4.972 0.195 
32 Sufficient medical assistance 4 4.940 0.335 
33 Medical history documented 5 4.901 0.435 
34 Athletes have physical exams 6 4.890 0.555 
35 Injury reports completed 6 4.890 0.419 
2 Specific supervision for drills 6 4.890 0.378 
7 School provided transportation 9 4.852 0.400 
9 Detailed practice plans used 10 4.802 0.509 
8 Sequences practice drills 11 4.764 0.685 
24 Equipment meets safety standards 12 4.749 0.725 
28 No defective equipment used 13 4.737 0.698 
25 Equipment is properly fitted 14 4.707 0.713 
10 Progressive conditioning program 15 4.691 0.599 
26 Instruct proper use of equipment 16 4.683 0.638 
1 General supervision of drill 17 4.665 0.549 
14 Teach rules and regulations 17 4.665 0.559 
29 Equipment design not altered 19 4.593 0.710 
27 Regular equipment inspections 20 4.525 0.814 
21 
22 
11 
23 
18 
4 
20 
12 
16 
19 
15 
5 
13 
31 
30 
17 
36 
1. Continued 
Descriptor Rank 
Facility hazards are repaired 21 
No unsafe facility used 22 
Appropriate techniques shown 23 
Facilities inspected before use 24 
Repeat verbal safety warnings 25 
Supervision in weight room 26 
Playing surface inspected 27 
Practice plans kept on file 28 
Entertain questions about risks 29 
Athletes read warning labels 30 
Athletes warned in writing 31 
Supervision in locker room 32 
Inappropriate techniques shown 33 
Use sport risk assessment system 34 
Equipment inspections in writing 35 
Athletes sign written warnings 36 
Mean S.D. 
4.519 0.742 
4.345 0.898 
4.341 0.685 
4.283 0.970 
4.258 0.895 
4.111 1.030 
4.088 1.040 
4.055 1.044 
3.978 1.110 
3.857 1.355 
3.845 1.498 
3.440 1.110 
3.298 0.989 
3.185 1.515 
3.115 1.641 
2.961 1.871 
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Table 2. Analysis by current coaching status: Grand 
composite mean 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.3754 0.348 o • 0 1 0.688 
Part time 29 4.4032 0.300 
Table 3. Analysis by current coaching status: Supervision 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.5746 0.295 1.39 0.167 
Part time 29 4.4926 0.269 
Table 4. Analysis by current coaching status: Instruction 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.3682 0.402 0.20 0.845 
Part time 29 4.3522 0.400 
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mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 5 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
current coaching status. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 6 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
current coaching status. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 7 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
current coaching status. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 8 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by current coaching status. The results show that a 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
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Table 5. Analysis by current coaching status: Warnings 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 3.7456 0.956 -1.39 0.165 
Part time 29 4.0138 0.909 
Table 6. Analysis by current coaching status: Facilities 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.3255 0.702 0.89 0.377 
Part time 29 4.2011 0.639 
Table 7. Analysis by current coaching status: Equipment 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.4397 0.581 -0.25 0.804 
Part time 28 4.4694 0.566 
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Table 8. Analysis by current coaching status: Medical 
concerns 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.9070 0.258 -3.41 0.001 
Part time 29 4.9862 0.052 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
addressing medical concerns in the survey. The data indicated 
that head football coaches who are not full-time coaches 
scored significantly higher in the area of medical concerns 
than did those who are full-time head coaches. 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by current coaching status. Tables 9-12 show 
that four significant mean differences existed in the degree 
to which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
behaviors identified on items 4, 14, 16, and 26 in the survey. 
The data indicated that head football coaches who are full¬ 
time coaches scored significantly higher on providing 
supervision during weight training sessions (item 4) than head 
coaches who are part-time, but part-time head coaches scored 
significantly higher than full-time head coaches on teaching 
the rules and regulations of football (item 14), entertaining 
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Table 9. Analysis by current coaching status: 
Appropriate supervision during weight training 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 147 4.1769 1.012 2.01 0.046 
Part time 29 3.7586 1.091 
Table 10. Analysis 
Teaches 
i by current coaching 
rules and regulations 
status: 
of football 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 149 4.6309 0.585 -2.29 0.026 
Part time 29 4.8276 0.384 
Table 11. Analysis by current 
Entertain questions 
coaching status: 
about risks in football 
Coaching : status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 148 3.9122 1.136 -2.80 0.007 
Part time 29 4.4138 0.825 
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Table 12. Analysis by current coaching status: 
Instruction on proper use of equipment 
Coaching status No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Full time 148 4.6216 0.684 -5.14 0.000 
Part time 28 4.9643 0.189 
questions about the risks involved in football (item 16), and 
instructing on the proper use of equipment (item 26). 
Analysis bv other sports coached 
Table 13 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by other sports 
coached. The results show that no significant mean difference 
existed between head football coaches who presently do not 
coach other sports and those who do presently coach in at 
least one other sport in the degree to which they performed 
the behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 14 through 19 show the t-tests conducted on the 
six conceptual areas by current coaching status of the head 
football coaches in the survey. Table 14 shows the analysis 
of the head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area 
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Table 13. Analysis by other sports coached: Grand 
composite mean 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.3788 0.314 -0.03 0.977 
Do not coach 122 4.3804 0.352 
Table 14. Analysis >1
 
other sports coached: Supervision 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.5476 0.299 
C
M
 
•
 
O
 
0.674 
Do not coach 122 4.5675 0.290 
of supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference was present in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 15 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
other sports coached. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 16 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
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Table 15. Analysis by other sports coached: Instruction 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.4031 0.355 0.85 0.399 
Do not coach 122 4.3484 0.420 
Table 16. Analysis i by other sports coached: Warnings 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 3.9295 0.898 1.33 0.184 
Do not coach 122 3.7250 0.971 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
other sports coached. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 17 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
other sports coached. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
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Table 17. Analysis by other sports coached: Facilities 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.3259 0.667 0.27 0.788 
Do not coach 122 4.2958 0.705 
Table 18 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
other sports coached. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 19 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by other sports coached. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by other sports coached. The results show that 
no significant mean differences were found between the two 
groups. 
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Table 18. Analysis by other sports coached: Equipment 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.3699 0.598 -1.17 0.244 
Do not coach 121 4.4788 0.567 
Table 19. Analysis by other sports coached: Medical 
concerns 
Coach other sport No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Presently coach 56 4.8821 0.316 -1.21 0.231 
Do not coach 122 4.9373 0.192 
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Analysis bv educational background 
Table 20 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by educational 
background. The results show that no significant mean 
difference existed between head football coaches who had 
obtained a master's degree as their highest level of education 
and those who had obtained a bachelor's degree as their 
highest level of education in the degree to which they 
performed the behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 21-26 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by educational background of the head 
football coaches in the survey. Table 21 shows the analysis 
of the head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area 
of supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference was present in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 22 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
educational background. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
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Table 20. Analysis by educational background: Grand 
composite mean 
Education Bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's Degree 30 4.2773 0.384 -1.82 0.070 
Master's degree 145 4.4004 0.326 
Table 21. Analysis >1
 
A
 educational background: Supervision 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 
Master's degree 
30 
145 
4.6190 
4.5511 
0.308 
0.286 
1.17 0.244 
Table 22. Analysis by educational background: Instruction 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 4.2810 0.535 -1.05 0.299 
Master's degree 145 4.3887 0.360 
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Table 23 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
educational background. The results show that a significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors concerning 
warnings in the survey. The data indicate that head football 
coaches who have a master's degree as their highest level of 
education scored significantly higher in the area of warnings 
than did those who have a bachelor's degree as their highest 
level of education. 
Table 24 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
educational background. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 25 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
educational background. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
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Table 23. Analysis by educational background: Warnings 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 3.2817 1.177 -2.64 0.012 
Master's degree 145 3.8803 0.871 
Table 24. Analysis : by educational background: Facilities 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 4.2500 0.771 -0.59 0.554 
Master's degree 145 4.3316 0.669 
Table 25. Analysis by educational background: Equipment 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 4.4283 0.462 -0.13 0.893 
Master's degree 144 4.4441 0.603 
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Table 26 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by educational background. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by educational background. Tables 27 and 28 show 
that two significant mean differences existed in the degree to 
which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
behaviors identified on items 15 and 17 in the survey. The 
data indicated that head football coaches who had obtained a 
master's degree as their highest level of education scored 
significantly higher than head football coaches who had 
obtained a bachelor's degree as their highest level of 
education in warning the athletes in writing (item 15) and 
having the athletes sign a written warning (item 17). 
Analysis bv bachelor's degree manor 
Table 29 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by bachelor's degree 
major. The results show that no significant mean difference 
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Table 26. Analysis by educational background: Medical 
concerns 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 4.8533 0.386 1 R • O VO 0.284 
Master's degree 145 4.9321 0.197 
Table 27. Analysis by educational background: 
Warn athletes in writing 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 30 3.1667 1.802 0 • CM 1 0.008 
Master's degree 144 3.9653 1.396 
Table 28. Analysis 
Athletes 
by educational background: 
sign written warning 
Education bkgrnd. No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Bachelor's degree 29 2.2759 1.869 -2.07 0.040 
Master's degree 144 3.0556 1.843 
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Table 29. Analysis by undergraduate major: Grand 
composite mean 
Undergrad.maj or No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.3998 0.340 0.83 0.407 
Nonsport-related 80 4.3571 0.341 
existed between head football coaches who had obtained a 
sport-related bachelor's degree and those who had obtained a 
nonsport-related bachelor's degree in the degree to which they 
performed the behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 30-35 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by bachelor's degree major of the head 
football coaches in the survey. Table 30 shows the analysis 
of the head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area 
of supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference was present in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 31 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
bachelor's degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
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Table 30. Analysis by undergraduate major: Supervision 
Undergrad. major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.5592 0.311 0
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 0.919 
Nonsport-related 80 4.5637 0.271 
Table 31. Analysis by undergraduate major: Instruction 
Undergrad. major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.3763 0.388 0.40 0.688 
Nonsport-related 80 4.3518 0.420 
Table 32 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
bachelor's degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 33 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
bachelor's degree major. The results show that no significant 
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Table 32. Analysis by undergraduate major: Warnings 
Undergrad. major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 3.8830 0.902 1.36 0.176 
Nonsport-related 80 3.6881 1.002 
Table 33. Analysis by undergraduate degree: Facilities 
Undergrad . major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.3170 0.684 0.21 0.833 
Nonsport- related 80 4.2948 0.708 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 34 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
bachelor's major. The results show that no significant mean 
difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 35 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
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Table 34. Analysis by undergraduate major: Equipment 
Undergrad, major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 96 4.4286 0.545 -0.32 0.751 
Nonsport-related 80 4.4564 0.618 
Table 35. Analysis by undergraduate major: Medical 
concerns 
Undergrad, major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.9485 0.151 1.68 0.095 
Nonsport-related 80 4.8844 0.312 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by bachelor's degree major. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by bachelor degree major. Table 36 shows that 
only one significant mean difference existed in the degree to 
which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
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Table 36. Analysis by undergraduate major: Accident 
report form completed 
Undergrad, major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 97 4.9691 0.226 2.51 0.014 
Nonsport-related 80 4.8250 0.471 
behavior identified on item 35 in the survey. The data 
indicated that head football coaches who had obtained a sport 
related bachelor's degree scored significantly higher on 
completing an accident report form following an injury to an 
athlete (item 35) than head coaches who had obtained a 
nonsport-related bachelor's degree. 
Analysis bv graduate degree manor 
Table 37 shows the analysis of the head football coaches 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by graduate degree 
major. The results show that no significant mean difference 
Table 37. Analysis by graduate major: Grand composite mean 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.3728 0.334 -1.36 0.176 
Nonsport-related 56 4.4483 0.316 
58 
existed between head football coaches who had obtained a 
sport-related graduate degree and those who had obtained a 
nonsport-related graduate degree in the degree to which they 
performed the behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 38-43 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by graduate degree major of the head football 
coaches in the survey. Table 38 shows the analysis of the 
head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area of 
supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference was present in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 39 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
graduate degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 38. Analysis by graduate degree major: Supervision 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.5259 0.303 -1.26 0.211 
Nonsport-related 56 4.5876 0.265 
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Table 39. Analysis by graduate degree major: Instruction 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.3666 0.377 -0.66 0.508 
Nonsport-related 56 4.4082 0.357 
Table 40 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
graduate degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 41 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
graduate degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference was present in the degree to which the two 
groups indicated that they performed the behaviors identified 
in the survey. 
Table 40. Analysis by graduate degree major: Warnings 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 3.8099 0.862 -1.61 0.109 
Nonsport-related 56 4.0455 0.861 
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Table 41. Analysis by graduate degree major: Facilities 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.2592 0.689 -1.36 0.177 
Nonsport-related 56 4.4152 0.656 
Table 42 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning eguipment by 
graduate degree major. The results show that no significant 
mean difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 43 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by graduate degree major. The results show that no 
Table 42. Analysis by graduate major: Equipment 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.4243 0.595 -0.50 0.614 
Nonsport-related 55 4.4762 0.612 
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Table 43. Analysis >1
 
,Q
 graduate major: Medical concerns 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 91 4.9467 0.185 1.08 0.280 
Nonsport-related 56 4.9107 0.212 
significant mean difference was present in the degree to which 
the two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by graduate degree major. Table 44 shows that 
only one significant mean difference existed in the degree to 
which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
behavior identified on item 23 in the survey. The data 
indicated that head football coaches who had obtained a 
nonsport-related graduate degree scored significantly higher 
on inspecting the facility before use (item 23) than head 
Table 44. Analysis by 
before use 
graduate major: Facility inspected 
Graduate major No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Sport-related 89 4.1348 1.099 -2.54 0.012 
Nonsport-related 56 4.5179 0.713 
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football coaches who had obtained a sport-related graduate 
degree. 
Analysis bv Red Cross first aid certification 
Table 45 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by Red Cross first 
aid certification. The results show that no significant mean 
difference between head football coaches who are presently Red 
Cross first aid certified and those who are not presently Red 
Cross first aid certified in the degree to which they 
performed the behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 46-51 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by Red Cross first aid certification of the 
head football coaches in the survey. Table 46 shows the 
analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
conceptual area of supervision. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 47 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
Red Cross first aid certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
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Table 45. Grand composite mean: Red Cross first aid 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.4306 0.356 1.16 0.249 
Not certified 134 4.3603 0.336 
Table 46. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Supervision 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.6039 0.260 1.11 0.267 
Not certified 134 4.5458 0.301 
Table 47. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Instruction 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.4530 0.358 1.50 0.136 
Not certified 134 4.3449 0.417 
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Table 48 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
Red Cross first aid certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 49 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
Red Cross first aid certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 50 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
Red Cross first aid certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 51 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by Red Cross first aid certification. The results 
show that no significant mean difference existed in the degree 
to which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
behaviors identified in the survey. 
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Table 48. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Warnings 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 3.7659 0.987 o • o 0.945 
Not certified 134 3.7776 0.951 
Table 49. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Facilities 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.4329 0.584 1.32 0.190 
Not certified 134 4.2693 0.728 
Table 50. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Equipment 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.4714 0.570 0.39 0.699 
Not certified 133 4.4310 0.587 
66 
Table 51. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Medical 
concerns 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.9610 0.136 1.95 0.054 
Not certified 134 4.8996 0.270 
T-tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by Red Cross first aid certification. Tables 52 
and 53 show that two significant mean differences existed in 
the degree to which the two groups indicated that they 
performed the behaviors identified on items 1 and 9 in the 
survey. The data indicated that head football coaches who 
were currently Red Cross first aid certified scored 
significantly higher than head coaches who were not currently 
Red Cross first aid certified when conducting general 
supervision of a football activity (item 1) and sequencing 
practice drills so that players can master the basic skills 
before progressing to more complex skills (item 9). 
Analysis bv Red Cross CPR certification 
Table 54 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to all 36 survey items combined by Red Cross CPR 
certification. The results show that no significant mean 
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Table 52. Analysis by Red Cross first aid: Conduct 
general supervision of a football activity 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.8049 0.401 2.30 0.023 
Not certified 134 4.6194 0.585 
Table 53. Analysis 
written 
i by Red Cross 
practice plans 
first aid: Uses detailed 
First aid No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 41 4.9268 0.264 2.60 0.010 
Not certified 134 4.7612 0.564 
Table 54. Analysi s by Red Cross CPR: Grand composite mean 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.4049 0.360 0.72 0.473 
Not certified 122 4.3645 0.333 
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difference existed between head football coaches who are 
presently Red Cross CPR certified and those who are not Red 
Cross CPR certified in the degree to which they performed the 
behaviors identified in the survey. 
Tables 55-60 show the t-tests conducted on the six 
conceptual areas by Red Cross CPR certification of the head 
football coaches in the survey. Table 55 shows the analysis 
of the head football coaches' responses to the conceptual area 
of supervision. The results show that no significant mean 
difference existed in the degree to which the two groups 
indicated that they performed the behaviors identified in the 
survey. 
Table 56 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning instruction by 
Red Cross CPR certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 57 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning warnings by 
Red Cross CPR certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
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Table 55. Analysis by Red Cross CPR: Supervision 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.5777 0.303 0.54 0.588 
Not certified 122 4.5515 0.289 
Table 56. Analysis by Red Cross CPR: Instruction 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.4259 0.373 1.20 0.233 
Not certified 122 4.3460 0.419 
Table 57. Analysis by Red Cross CPR: Warnings 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 3.8226 0.958 0.43 0.664 
Not certified 122 3.7541 0.959 
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Table 58 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning facilities by 
Red Cross CPR certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 59 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey concerning equipment by 
Red Cross CPR certification. The results show that no 
significant mean difference existed in the degree to which the 
two groups indicated that they performed the behaviors 
identified in the survey. 
Table 60 shows the analysis of the head football coaches' 
responses to the items in the survey addressing medical 
concerns by Red Cross CPR certification. The results show 
that no significant mean difference existed in the degree to 
which the two groups indicated that they performed the 
behaviors identified in the survey. 
T-*tests were conducted across all 36 survey items 
individually by Red Cross CPR certification. Tables 61-63 
show that three significant mean differences existed in the 
degree to which the two groups indicated that they performed 
the behaviors identified on items 1, 11, and 33 in the survey. 
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Table 58. Analysis >1
 
,Q
 Red Cross CPR: Facilities 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.3538 0.685 0.57 0.566 
Not certified 122 4.2876 0.706 
Table 59. Analysis by Red Cross CPR: Equipment 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.4218 0.596 -0.28 0.780 
Not certified 121 4.4487 0.578 
Table 60. Analysis by Red Cross CPR: Medical concerns 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.9472 0.167 1.41 0.160 
Not certified 122 4.8996 0.273 
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Table 61. Analysis toy Red Cross CPR: Conduct general 
supervision of a football activity 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.7925 0.409 2.38 0.018 
Not certified 122 4.6066 0.597 
Table 62. Analysis by 
appropriate 
Red Cross 
technique 
CPR: 
given 
Demonstration l of 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 4.5094 0.608 2.07 0.040 
Not certified 122 4.2787 0.707 
Table 63. Analysis by 
of players 
Red Cross CPR: 
is documented 
Medical history 
Red Cross CPR No. Mean S.D. T-value 2-tailed 
prob. 
Certified 53 5.0000 0.000 2.04 0.043 
Not certified 122 4.8525 0.525 
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The data indicated that head football coaches who are 
currently Red Cross CPR certified scored significantly highe] 
than head coaches who are not currently Red Cross CPR 
certified when conducting general supervision of a football 
activity (item 1), providing a demonstration of the 
appropriate technique (item 11), and documenting a medical 
history of each player (item 33). 
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DISCUSSION 
Analysis by Current Coaching Status 
Grand composite mean 
In analyzing the NCAA Division III head football coaches/ 
risk management behaviors in operating a college football 
program in relation to their current coaching status, no 
significant mean difference was found between head football 
coaches who are full-time head coaches and those who are 
part-time head coaches. The composite mean of the head 
football coaches who are full-time coaches was 4.3754 and 
those who are not full-time head coaches scored 4.4032. While 
some may think that a full-time head coach should have more 
time available to perform these risk management behaviors 
better across all survey items, these findings do not support 
this assumption. 
Conceptual areas 
Analysis of the six conceptual areas showed that there 
was just one conceptual area where a significant mean 
difference existed between head football coaches who were 
full-time coaches and those who indicated that they were part- 
time coaches. This conceptual area was the area of medical 
concerns. 
Analysis of items 32-36 on the survey, which dealt with 
medical concerns, showed that head football coaches who are 
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part-time coaches scored significantly higher than did coaches 
who indicated that they were full-time coaches (Table 8). 
This finding may be somewhat surprising to some because one 
might think that a full-time head coach would have more time 
available to determine that these risk management behaviors, 
in the area of medical concerns, are being done. It is 
possible, however, that the coaches who indicated that they 
were part-time coaches have other duties that make them more 
aware of liability concerns. A few coaches mentioned that 
they were also the athletic director and others were part-time 
teachers. 
It is important to note that both groups scored very high 
in this area, 4.9862 for coaches who indicated they were 
part-time head coaches and 4.9070 for head coaches who 
indicated that they were full-time. Because of these high 
scores, the significant difference between the two groups is 
probably not something to be too concerned about in terms of 
actual inconsistencies by either group. 
No significant mean differences were found in the other 
five conceptual areas between the two groups. This finding is 
not surprising since many of the behaviors indicated in the 
survey in the areas of supervision, instruction, and warnings, 
take place at practice sessions. Since the head coaches 
responded to almost always attending practice (Table 1), it is 
not surprising to find no significant mean difference. 
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In the areas of facilities and equipment, many coaches 
mentioned that they delegated these risk management behaviors 
to the maintenance and equipment staffs, respectively. The 
head football coach is responsible for these behaviors being 
completed; however, it appears that the head football coaches 
in these two groups perform these behaviors with the same 
consistency. 
Individual survey items 
Analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
36 survey items showed that there were significant mean 
differences on 4 of the 36 items, items 4, 14, 16, and 26. On 
item 4 which dealt with providing appropriate supervision 
during weight training sessions, full-time head coaches scored 
significantly higher than part-time head coaches (Table 9). 
An explanation for this might be that full-time head coaches 
have more time available to determine that the weight room is 
properly supervised. 
On the items which dealt with teaching the rules and 
regulations of football (item 14), entertaining questions and 
providing thorough answers about the risks involved in 
football (item 16), and instructing athletes on the proper use 
of equipment (item 26), head football coaches who were part- 
time coaches scored significantly higher than head football 
coaches who were full-time coaches (Tables 10, 11, and 12). 
77 
One reason for this might be that the part-time head football 
coaches, as mentioned before, have other duties that make them 
more aware of liability concerns. A few coaches mentioned 
that they were also the athletic director and others were 
part-time teachers. 
Analysis by Other Sports Coached 
Grand composite mean 
In analyzing the head football coaches' risk management 
behaviors in operating a college football program in relation 
to other sports coached, no significant mean difference was 
found between head football coaches who presently coach at 
least one other sport and those who do not presently coach 
another sport. The composite means for the two groups were 
almost identical, 4.3788 for those who presently coach at 
least one other sport and 4.3804 for those who do not 
presently coach another sport. These data appear to suggest 
that head football coaches who presently coach at least one 
other sport perform, with the same consistency, the risk 
management behaviors across all 36 survey items as do head 
football coaches who do not presently coach other sports. 
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Conceptual areas 
The data indicated that no significant mean differences 
were found between head football coaches who presently coach 
at least one other sport and those who do not presently coach 
another sport in any of the six conceptual areas (Tables 10- 
15) . 
This may be a little surprising since coaches who 
presently coach at least one other sport may have increased 
exposure to the risks involved in coaching those other sports. 
With this increased exposure, they may become more aware of 
safety and liability concerns across a broader range of 
settings. However, the data indicated this does not appear to 
be the case. The risk management practices of both groups are 
fairly similar. 
The NCAA Division III rules do not allow much, if any, 
off-season activity organized by the coach. Therefore, most 
of the risk management duties that are the responsibility of 
head football coaches occur during the season. This would 
allow for them to coach other sports without taking away from 
their expected safety-related behaviors in operating a 
Division III football program. Hence, from this perspective, 
it may not be too surprising that no significant mean 
differences were present between the two groups in the six 
conceptual areas. 
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Individual survey items 
The data indicated that none of the individual 36 survey 
items showed significant mean differences between head 
football coaches who do not presently coach at least one other 
sport, and head football coaches who do presently coach at 
least one other sport, suggesting that these two groups are 
fairly similar in their risk management practices. 
Analysis by Educational Background 
Grand composite mean 
No significant difference in composite mean scores across 
all 36 survey items combined was found between head football 
coaches who had a master's degree as their highest level of 
education and those who had a bachelor's degree as their 
highest level of education (Table 16). Performance of the 
risk management behaviors identified in the survey, as 
indicated by the data, appear to be similar for head football 
coaches who have a master's degree as their highest level of 
education and those who have a bachelor's degree as their 
highest level of education. 
Conceptual areas 
Analysis of the six conceptual areas showed that there 
was just one conceptual area where a significant mean 
difference existed between head football coaches who had a 
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master's degree as their highest level of education and those 
who had a bachelor's degree as their highest level of 
education. 
In analyzing items 15-19 on the survey, which dealt with 
warnings, the data indicated that head football coaches who 
had a master's degree as their highest level of education 
scored significantly higher than those head football coaches 
who had a bachelor's degree as their highest level of 
education (Table 19). This finding is rather puzzling. It is 
puzzling as to why this significant mean difference was 
present in only one of six conceptual areas, the area related 
to warnings, just because a coach has a master's degree and 
not necessarily a degree in an area specifically sport- 
related. 
One can only speculate as to why a head football coach 
with a master's degree scored significantly higher than one 
with a bachelor's degree as their highest level of education 
in the area of warnings. The possibility exists that head 
football coaches with a master's degree have more experience 
or a wider range of experiences which would allow them to be 
more aware of the risks involved in football and the related 
liability concerns. Also, these coaches, who may be a little 
older, were involved in coaching when the Chris Thompson case, 
also known as the Seattle decision of 1983, was being 
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rendered. Again, this is all speculation and not based on any 
statistical analysis by age or experience. 
Another possibility is that many of the coaches obtained 
their master's degree in the area of school administration or 
higher education. An advanced degree in such an area might 
allow them to study risk management in a school setting, but 
one would think they would study conceptual areas such as 
supervision, instruction, and facilities more so than they 
would study warnings. 
It is important to point out that neither group scored 
very high in the area of warnings (Table 19). Head football 
coaches with a bachelor's degree as their highest level of 
education had the lowest mean score of all analyses performed 
throughout the entire study. Also, the conceptual area of 
warnings, throughout all analyses in the entire study, had the 
lowest mean scores of all conceptual areas. 
These results are somewhat alarming. One would think 
with the ramifications of the Seattle decision in 1983 that 
head football coaches would do an extremely good job in making 
sure their players have knowledge, understanding, and 
appreciation of the risks involved in football. It appears 
that coaches do a fair job of warning their athletes verbally 
of the risks involved in football but do a rather poor job of 
warning them in writing. Items 15, 17, and 18 from Table 1 
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indicate this to be the case. Coaches possibly may assume 
that these athletes played football in high school and already 
know, understand, and appreciate the risks involved in 
football. Three factors need to remembered, however. First 
of all, not all college football players played football in 
high school. Secondly, the game of college football, even at 
the Division III level, in most cases, is a much higher skill 
level than high school. Finally, it cannot be assumed that 
high school football coaches have warned these athletes in a 
way that these athletes have knowledge, understanding, and 
appreciation of the risks involved in football. It is 
acceptable to warn athletes verbally; however, having this 
warning in writing can prove to be very valuable if there is 
ever a need to provide proof of this warning. 
Individual survey items 
Analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
36 survey items by educational background showed that there 
were significant mean differences on only two items. On the 
survey items which dealt with warning athletes in writing 
(item 15) and having the athletes sign a written warning (item 
17), head football coaches who had obtained a master's degree 
as their highest level of education scored significantly 
higher than head football coaches who had obtained a 
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bachelor's degree as their highest level of education (Tables 
27 and 28). It should be pointed out that neither group 
scored very high on these two items. Head football coaches 
with a bachelor's degree as their highest level of education 
had the lowest mean score of individual survey item analyses 
performed (item 17). As mentioned earlier, these results are 
somewhat alarming. 
Analysis by Bachelor's Degree Major 
Grand composite mean 
No significant difference in composite mean scores across 
all 36 survey items combined was found between head football 
coaches who had sport-related bachelor's degrees and those who 
had nonsport-related bachelor's degrees (Table 23). The data 
appear to suggest that head football coaches with nonsport- 
related bachelor's degrees performed the risk management 
behaviors to the same degree that head football coaches with 
sport-related bachelor's degrees. 
This finding seems somewhat surprising. One might assume 
that a person with a sport-related bachelor's degree would 
perform these risk management behaviors to a greater degree of 
consistency. Having specialized coursework in the sport area, 
one might think that the person would have a greater awareness 
of liability and safety concerns in sport. The data 
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indicated, however, that this was not the case across all 36 
survey items combined. 
Conceptual areas 
An analysis across the six conceptual areas by bachelor's 
degree showed that there were no significant mean differences 
between head football coaches who had a sport-related 
bachelor's degree and head football coaches who had a 
nonsport-related bachelor's degree (Tables 24-29). 
Again, this finding is somewhat surprising. One might 
think that a head football coach with a sport-related 
bachelor's degree would have specialized knowledge concerning 
liability, safety, and sports operations in general. One 
might argue, however, that since all the head football coaches 
responded to having played competitive football at some level, 
with 92.3% of them having played college, semi-professional, 
or professional football, that this has provided them with the 
knowledge and background necessary to properly perform the 
risk management behaviors in the survey. However, this 
argument is relatively weak in the fact that the area of risk 
management and liability has transcended what one could learn 
from playing alone. A player, for the most part, does not see 
the "behind the scenes" management functions and 
responsibilities of the head football coach. 
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Individual survey items 
Analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
36 survey items by bachelor's degree major showed that there 
was a significant mean difference on only one item. On the 
survey item which dealt with completing an accident report 
form after an injury to an athlete (item 35), head football 
coaches who had sport-related bachelor's degrees scored 
significantly higher than head football coaches who had 
nonsport-related bachelor's degrees (Table 36). This finding 
might be somewhat expected since a person with a sport-related 
bachelor's degree would have had specialized coursework or 
training in the area of sport. It is important to note, 
however, that both groups scored relatively high on this item. 
Analysis by Graduate Degree Major 
Grand composite mean 
In analyzing the head football coaches' risk management 
behaviors in operating a college football program in relation 
to their graduate degree major, no significant mean difference 
was found between head football coaches who had sport-related 
graduate degrees and those who had nonsport-related graduate 
degrees (Table 30). 
Again, this finding seems somewhat surprising. One might 
think that a head football coach who has a sport-related 
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graduate degree would perforin these risk management behaviors 
across all 36 survey items combined significantly better than 
those with nonsport-related graduate degrees. One might 
assume that this specialized knowledge in the area of sport 
would make them more aware of liability and safety concerns. 
What is really surprising about the data obtained, 
although the difference is not significant, is that head 
football coaches with nonsport-related graduate degrees had 
a higher composite mean score than those head football coaches 
who had sport-related graduate degrees, 4.4483 and 4.3728 
respectively. 
Conceptual areas 
Analysis of the data by conceptual areas showed that none 
of the six conceptual area had a significant mean difference 
between head football coaches who had sport-related graduate 
degrees and those who had nonsport-related graduate degrees 
(Tables 31-36). 
Again, this is somewhat surprising. As it was with a 
sport-related bachelor's degree, one might think that having a 
sport-related graduate degree as compared to having a 
nonsport-related graduate degree, would provide head football 
coaches with the specialized knowledge needed to perform risk 
management behaviors with a greater degree of consistency. 
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An interesting and surprising note to add is that in five 
of the six conceptual areas, head football coaches who had 
nonsport-related graduate degrees had higher mean scores than 
head football coaches who had sport-related graduate degrees. 
These differences were insignificant, but nonetheless, 
surprising. 
Individual survey items 
Analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
36 survey items by graduate degree major showed that there was 
only one significant mean difference. On the survey item 
which dealt with inspecting facilities before use (item 23), 
head football coaches with nonsport-related graduate degrees 
scored significantly higher than head football coaches who had 
sport-related graduate degrees (Table 44). This finding is 
not particularly surprising. Facilities are not a sport- 
specific area where knowledge obtained in a sport-specific 
area would give a head football coach an advantage over a head 
football coach with a nonsport-related degree. Many of the 
coaches mentioned having graduate degrees in school 
administration which would provide them with an awareness of 
liability in facility management. 
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Analysis by First Aid and CPR Certification 
Grand composite mean 
In analyzing the head football coaches' risk management 
behaviors in operating a college football program in relation 
to whether they are currently Red Cross first aid certified, 
no significant mean difference was found between head football 
coaches who are presently Red Cross first aid certified and 
those who are not Red Cross first aid certified (Table 37). 
A separate analysis was done based on whether head 
football coaches who are currently Red Cross CPR certified 
performed risk management behaviors in operating a college 
football program differently. As with Red Cross first aid 
certification, no significant mean difference was found 
between the two groups based on Red Cross CPR certification 
(Table 44). 
One might think that head football coaches who maintain 
current certification in first aid and CPR have special 
training that would allow them to be more aware or sensitive 
to risk management issues across all 36 survey items combined. 
However, the results do not suggest that this is the case. 
Conceptual areas 
The data indicated that none of the conceptual areas 
showed significant mean differences between the head football 
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coaches who were currently Red Cross first aid certified and 
those who were not currently Red Cross first aid certified 
(Tables 38-43). 
In a separate analysis, the data indicated that none of 
the conceptual areas showed significant mean differences 
between the head football coaches who were currently Red Cross 
CPR certified and those who were not currently Red Cross CPR 
certified (Tables 45-50). 
One might think that a head football coach who has a 
specialized safety skill might be more concerned with 
liability and safety than a head football coach without that 
skill. This might especially be thought to be the case in the 
area of medical concerns. A head football coach who has 
specialized training in first aid and CPR would be thought to 
have an increased awareness of medical liability. However, 
the results showed that this does not appear to be the case. 
A majority, 95.6%, of the institutions' football 
programs, as indicated by the head football coaches' 
responses, employ at least one full-time athletic trainer to 
work with the football team. Even if the head football coach 
himself is not first aid and CPR certified, it appears that he 
is making a good—faith effort to ensure it that someone who is 
first aid and CPR certified is working with the football team. 
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Individual survey items 
Analysis of the head football coaches' responses to the 
36 survey items by Red Cross first aid certification showed 
that there were significant mean differences on two items. On 
the survey items which dealt with conducting general 
supervision of a football activity (item 1) and using detailed 
written practice plans (item 9), head football coaches who 
were currently Red Cross first aid certified scored 
significantly higher than head football coaches who were not 
Red Cross first aid certified (Tables 52 and 53). 
In a separate analysis, the head football coaches' 
responses to the 36 survey items by Red Cross CPR 
certification showed that there were significant mean 
differences on three items. On the survey items which dealt 
with conducting general supervision of a football activity 
(item 1), providing a demonstration of the appropriate 
technique (item 11), and having a medical history of each 
player documented (item 33), head football coaches who were 
currently Red Cross CPR certified scored significantly higher 
than head coaches who were not currently Red Cross CPR 
certified (Tables 61, 62 and 63). These findings suggest that 
head football coaches who have a specialized safety skill 
perform certain risk management behaviors to a greater degree 
of consistency than do head coaches without this specialized 
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safety skill. This might be due to an increased awareness of 
liability and safety created for these head coaches by their 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to measure the degree to 
which NCAA Division III head football coaches performed 
specific risk management behaviors in operating a college 
football program. 
In order to perform this analysis, 182 NCAA Division III 
head football coaches completed a survey regarding specific 
risk management behaviors in their role as head football 
coach. The head football coaches' responses to the 36 survey 
items were scored on a Likert scale of 1 through 5 in order to 
determine the degree to which the head football coaches 
indicated that they performed the risk management behaviors 
described in each item. Demographic data were also collected 
with the survey. 
T-tests using composite mean scores across all 36 survey 
items showed that no significant mean differences existed in 
grand composite mean scores when analyzed by current coaching 
status, other sports coached, educational background, 
undergraduate degree, graduate degree, Red Cross first aid 
certification, and Red Cross CPR certification. 
T-tests were used to analyze each of the six conceptual 
areas by current coaching status, other sports coached, 
educational background, undergraduate major, graduate major, 
Red Cross first aid certification, and Red Cross CPR 
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certification. The results showed that only two significant 
differences existed throughout the analysis. The head 
football coaches who were part-time head football coaches 
scored significantly higher than head football coaches who 
were full-time in the area of medical concerns, and the head 
football coaches who had a master's degree as their highest 
level of education scored significantly higher than head 
football coaches who had a bachelor's degree as their highest 
level of education in the area of warnings. 
Finally, t-tests were used to analyze the individual 
survey items by current coaching status, other sports coached, 
educational background, undergraduate major, graduate major, 
Red Cross first aid certification, and Red Cross CPR 
certification. 
When analyzed by current coaching status, significant 
differences were identified for four of the 36 survey items. 
On the item addressing supervision during weight training 
sessions (item 4), head football coaches who were full-time 
head coaches scored significantly higher than did head coaches 
who were part-time. On the items addressing teaching the 
rules and regulations of football (item 14), entertaining 
questions about the risks involved in football and providing 
thorough answers (item 16), and instructing athletes in the 
proper use of equipment (item 26), head football coaches who 
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were part-time head coaches scored significantly higher than 
did head coaches who were full-time. 
When analyzed by other sports coached, no significant 
differences existed between head football coaches who 
presently coached at least one other sport and head football 
coaches who do not presently coach at least one other sport. 
When analyzed by educational background, significant 
differences were identified on two of the 36 survey items. On 
items which addressed warning athletes in writing (item 15) 
and having athletes sign a written warning (item 17), head 
football coaches who had obtained a master's degree as their 
highest level of education scored significantly higher than 
head coaches who had obtained a bachelor's degree as their 
highest level of education. 
When analyzed by undergraduate degree major, a 
significant difference was present for the item which 
addressed completing an accident report form following an 
injury to an athlete (item 35). For this item, head football 
coaches who had a sport-related bachelor's degree scored 
significantly higher than those head coaches who had obtained 
a nonsport-related bachelor's degree. 
When analyzed by graduate degree major, a significant 
difference was present for the item which addressed inspecting 
facilities before use (item 23). For this item, head football 
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coaches who had obtained a nonsport-related graduate degree 
scored significantly higher than those head coaches who had 
obtained a sport-related bachelor's degree. 
When analyzed by Red Cross first aid certification, 
significant differences were identified for the items which 
addressed conducting general supervision of a football 
activity (item 1) and using detailed written practice plans 
(item 9). For these items, head football coaches who were 
currently Red Cross first aid certified scored significantly 
higher than those head coaches who were not currently Red 
Cross first aid certified. 
When analyzed by Red Cross CPR certification, significant 
differences were identified for the items which addressed 
conducting general supervision of a football activity (item 
1), providing a demonstration of the appropriate technique 
(item 11), and having a medical history of each player 
documented (item 33). For these items, head football coaches 
who were currently Red Cross CPR certified scored 
significantly higher than those head coaches who were not Red 
Cross CPR certified. 
In following the recommendations of Anderson (1992) and 
Parks (1990), this study examined risk management behaviors of 
coaches in a sport specific setting. Most of the findings in 
this study were very encouraging. The mean scores for the 36 
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survey items, as a whole, were very good. This is especially 
true in the area of medical concerns. However, there are a 
few concerns that should be addressed. 
The items in the survey addressing the conceptual area of 
warnings did not score very high. This is a concern due to 
the impact of the Seattle decision of 1983. 
Also, the items in the survey dealing with documentation, 
as a whole, did not score very well. It is important to 
remember that documentation is not necessarily required, but 
could prove to very valuable if there is ever a need to 
provide proof of performing a behavior. 
Through the course of the study, other possible areas of 
study were identified. The following suggestions for further 
study in the area of risk management are: 
1. Analyze risk management behaviors of coaches for all 
sports at all levels. 
2. Compare risk management behaviors of head football 
coaches to head coaches in other sports. 
Compare athletic directors' responses to specific 
risk management behaviors to that of the head 
coaches' response of the same institution. 
3. 
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104 
FOOTBALL COACHES SURVEY 
Below is a list of 36 statements, all of which represent 
specific behaviors related to operating a college football program. I 
am asking you to indicate to what degree these behaviors are performed 
in your program. Your responses will be treated with total 
confidentiality. Please circle the number on the scale from 1 to 5 
which best describes the degree to which each behavior is performed. 
Please also complete the demographic data section which follows the 
survey for the purpose of statistical analysis. 
NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. When conducting general supervision of a football 12345 
activity, a coach is in a physical position 
to see and hear what is occurring. 
2. When supervising a practice drill (such as 12345 
tackling), a coach provides specific supervision 
(his physical presence is very close to the 
site of the activity so that he can immediately 
intervene if necessary). 
3. The head coach is present at practice sessions. 12345 
4. Appropriate supervision is provided during 
weight training sessions. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Appropriate supervision is provided in the 
locker room. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. The head coach is present at football contests. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. When athletes travel to and from road games, 12345 
they travel together with school-provided 
transportation. 
8. The coaching staff sequences practice drills and 12345 
activities so that players can master the basic 
skills before progressing to activities involving 
more complex skills. 
9. The coaching staff uses detailed written plans 12345 
for football practices. 
10. The coaching staff uses a progressive conditioning 12345 
program to determine that players are properly 
physically conditioned. 
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NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. When giving instruction for a football skill, the 1 
coach provides a demonstration of the appropriate 
technique. 
12. Written practice plans which show instructional 1 
procedures used to teach football skills are 
retained for several years. 
13. When giving instruction for a football skill, the 1 
coach provides a demonstration of the 
inappropriate technique. 
14. The coaching staff teaches the rules and 1 
regulations of football to the athletes. 
15. The coaching staff warns all players in writing 1 
of the inherent risks of football. 
16. The coaching staff entertains questions about 1 
the risks involved in football and responds 
with thorough answers. 
17. The coaching staff has each athlete sign a written 1 
warning describing the physical dangers that are 
inherent to the sport of football. 
18. The coaching staff repeats verbal safety 1 
warnings to determine all participants 
understand the risks involved in football. 
19. The coaching staff has all athletes read any 1 
warning label that has been placed on the 
equipment by the manufacturer. 
20. The coaching staff determines that the playing 1 
surface is inspected prior to any activity on 
that surface. 
21. The coaching staff determines that all 1 
facility hazards are repaired. 
22. Once problems with a facility are identified, the 1 
coaching staff determines the facility is not used 
until these problems are corrected. 
23. The coaching staff determines that facilities 
are thoroughly inspected for safety hazards 
prior to usage. 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. The coaching staff determines that all equipment 1 
meets the current safety standards for football. 
25. The coaching staff determines that all equipment 1 
is properly fitted for each athlete. 
26. The coaching staff determines that the athletes 1 
are instructed on the proper use of the equipment. 
27. The coaching staff determines that the football 1 
equipment is inspected on a regular basis. 
28. The coaching staff determines that no defective 1 
equipment is used. 
29. The coaching staff determines that equipment 1 
is not altered in any way from the manufacturer's 
design of the product. 
30. The coaching staff determines that equipment 1 
inspections are documented in writing. 
31. The coaching staff uses a sport risk assessment 1 
system, which identifies the types of injuries 
which might result from football, evaluates the 
probability and severity of these injuries, and 
then develops strategies to help reduce the 
probability of their occurrence and their severity. 
32. Sufficient qualified medical assistance is 1 
available at football events. 
33. A medical history of each player is documented. 1 
34. All players undergo a physical examination before 1 
they are allowed to participate in practice 
sessions or football contests. 
35. Following an injury to a player, an accident 1 
report form is carefully completed. 
36. An emergency system or plan has been developed so 
that appropriate measures are taken in the event 
of a medical emergency (i.e., calling 911). 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Demographic Information 
1. What is your current status as a head football coach? 
Full-time occupation  
Part-time coach/part-time teacher  
Part-time coach/other full-time employment  
Other (please specify) 
2. How many years of experience do you have as a head football 
coach at any level? 
3. How many years of experience do you have as a head football 
coach at the Division III level? 
4. How many paid assistant coaches do you have?   
5. How many volunteer assistant coaches do you have?   
6. What is your educational background? 
Bachelor's degree 
 Master's degree 
Doctoral degree 
 Other (please specify)  
7. What was your major field of study for your Bachelor's degree? 
If you have graduate degree(s), what was your major field(s) 
of study? /  
8. Have you played competitive football? 
  Yes What is the highest competitive level at 
which you played?  
  No 
9. Do you coach any other varsity sports? 
  Yes What other sport(s) do you coach?  
  No 
10. Age  
108 
11. Race:  Caucasian  African-American  Hispanic 
 Native American  Asian American  Other  
12. What is the total student population of your institution?  
13. Is your institution a public or private institution?  
14. Do you possess a current Red Cross standard first-aid card? 
Yes  No  
15. Are you currently certified in CPR by the Red Cross? 
Yes  No  
16. Do you employ an athletic trainer(s) to work with your football 
team? 
Yes Number of Number of Number of 
full-time part-time student 
No trainers trainers trainers 
Please check the appropriate space below: 
Yes, I would like you to send me a copy of your findings 
No, I do not want you to send me a copy of your findings 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY. YOUR 
COOPERATION IS VERY MUCH APPRECIATED. THIS RESEARCH PROJECT 
WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE WITHOUT YOUR ASSISTANCE. IF YOU HAVE ANY 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING THIS SURVEY, OR ANY OTHER SPECIFIC 
CONCERNS RELATED TO SPORT SAFETY, RISK MANAGEMENT, AND LEGAL 
LIABILITY, PLEASE WRITE THEM IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW. 
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APPENDIX B. COVER LETTER 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education 
Department of Health 
and Human Performance 
235 P.E. Building 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
51 5 294-8009 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 110 
February 22, 1993 
Dear Coach: 
I am a graduate student at Iowa State University and am 
currently working towards completion of my Master's Degree in 
Physical Education with an emphasis in Sport Management. As a 
final research project, I am conducting an analysis of sport 
safety and risk management behaviors of NCAA Division III head 
football coaches. 
Enclosed is a survey dealing with various behaviors 
associated with operating a college football program. Some of 
these behaviors might be performed by you, the head coach, while 
others might be performed by someone else in your program. I am 
interested in the degree to which the behavior identified in each 
statement is performed by you or someone else in your program 
(e.g., athletic trainer, assistant coach, equipment manager, 
etc.). I would greatly appreciate your participation in this 
study by completing the survey. The survey will require 
approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 
Your responses will be kept totally confidential. The 
return envelopes will be opened and the code numbers attached to 
the survey will be detached by an independent third party. Once 
the results are recorded, the surveys and code numbers will be 
destroyed. The only use for the code numbers will be for use in 
mailing of follow-up letters to those who do not respond to this 
initial letter and for sending results to those who request them. 
Individual results will not be of interest in this study. 
Rather, I am interested in the collective results of the entire 
sample. 
You do, of course, have the right not to participate in this 
study. By completing this survey and returning it to me, it will 
be assumed that you are voluntarily consenting to participate in 
this study. If you have any questions regarding the survey, 
please feel free to call me at (515) 233-2148. 
With the recent rise in sport litigation, it is my sincere 
hope that this study will provide information that will be 
beneficial to football coaches. I hope that you will find time 
in your busy schedule to participate in this study. For your 
convenience, I have enclosed a self-addressed, stamped envelope 
for return of the survey. Thank you for your time and 
cooperation. I look forward to your early response. 
Sincerely, 
K / Jay McKinstrey 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY coiicgeofEducation 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 112 Departmeni of Health 
and Human Performance 
235 P.E. Building 
Ames. Iowa 5001 1 
515 294-8009 
March 16, 1993 
Dear Coach: 
Approximately two weeks ago, I sent you a survey regarding 
specific behaviors related to operating a college football 
program. To date, I have not received your response. 
This survey is a data-gathering instrument for my graduate 
research. As you probably know, in order to have a successful 
study, a high percentage of responses is needed. 
With preparation for next season already starting, I'm sure your 
schedule is very busy. But, if you could take 15-20 minutes to 
complete the survey and return it, I would greatly appreciate it 
If you have already completed and returned the survey prior to 
receiving this letter, then please disregard this letter. Again 
thank you very much for your time and cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
McKinstre 
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APPENDIX D. SECOND MAILING LETTER 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education 
Department of Health 
and Human Performance 
235 P.E. Building 
Ames, Iowa 30011 
515 294-8000 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOG Y 
April 1, 1993 
Dear Coach: 
I hope this letter finds your spring going well. About one month 
ago, I mailed to you a survey regarding behaviors related to 
operating a college football program. I have yet to receive your 
response. To date, I have received responses from about 64% of 
the 225 NCAA Division III head football coaches. While this 
figure is very good, I would like to get responses from at least 
75% of the head football coaches in Division III. The more 
responses I receive, the more valid the results will be. 
I would greatly appreciate it if you could take 15-20 minutes out 
of your busy schedule and complete the survey. Your completing 
the survey would help add to the current literature regarding 
sport safety. 
If you have already filled out and returned the survey prior to 
receiving this letter, then please disregard this letter. I have 
enclosed for you another copy of the survey and a return envelope 
in case you misplaced the original copy. Since this will be the 
last time I will be contacting you, I would like to wish you the 
best of luck next fall. 
Thank you for your participation. 
Sincerely, 
Jay McKinstre 
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APPENDIX E. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa State University 
(Please type and use the attachealntf ructions for completing this form) 
1. Title of Project Risk Management Behaviors of NCAA Division III Head Football Coaches 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitted to the committee forreview. I agree to request renewal of approval for any project 
continuing more than one year. 
Jay P. McKinstrev 
Typed Name of Principal Investigator 
1/20/93 
Date Signature otfPrincipal Investigator 
Physical Education/Leisure Studies 103B P.E/ 
Department Campus Address Campus Telephone 
3. Signatures of other investigate^/ ^ Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
Gary R. Gr Ay / 
‘-IL 
i/?n/Q3 Major Pmfpccnr 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
0 Faculty 0 Staff 0 Graduate Student 0 Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
0 Research 0 Thesis or dissertation 0 Class project 0 Independent Study (490, 590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
225 # Adults, non-students  # ISU student , # minors under 14 
# minors 14 - 17 
other (explain) 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
This study will analyze specific self-reported behaviors of NCAA Division III Head 
Football Coaches related to risk management and injury prevention strategies in their 
jobs as head football coaches. A survey using a 5-point Likert scale will measure the 
degree to which these head football coaches indicates that they perform the stated 
behaviors in their capacities of head football coaches. 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Informed Consent; 0 Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
0 Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
0 Not applicable to this project. 
9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confidentiality of Hara obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 117 
The survey will be anonymous. Anonymity will be assured by attaching code numbers to the 
surveys. When the surveys are returned, an independent third party will remove the code 
numbers from the survey. The code number will be used only for use in mailing follow-up 
letters to the subjects who fail to respond to the initial survey. Once the code 
numbers are removed from the surveys, there will be no way to identify the respondents. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects’ dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
None. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
□ A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
O B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
□ C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
O D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
0 E. Deception of subjects 
0 F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or 0 Subjects 14 - 17 years of age 
0 G. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
0 H. Research must be approved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A - D. Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects will be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre¬ 
sentatives as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project. If subjects in any outside agency or 
institution are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
Last Name of Principal Investigator McKinstrey 
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clist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
showing are attached (please check): 
i Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
] Consent form (if applicable) >o 
3 Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicablej^r^"” 
3 Data-gathering instruments 
t 
Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: Qy 
First Contact r _ \ J 
"5, 
February^, 1993 
Last Contact 
Ma rr h 1 1QQ? 
Month / Day / Year Month / Day / Year 
If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
March 10, 1993 (Upon receipt of survey) 
Month / Day / Year 
Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
 1-2H3 
\ 
Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
y Project Approved Project Not Approved  No Action Required 
Patricia M, Keith  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signattuw •son 
: 1/90 
